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This is a response to the Notification of Non-Compliant Appeal Brief mailed 
April 11, 2008. The Notification alleges that the Brief filed April 1, 2008 is defective 
because it does not identify the appealed claims. This assertion is traversed as the Brief 
identifies claims 1-9, 12-14, and 16-38 as being the claims on appeal. Thus, to reiterate, 
claims 1-9, 12 -14 and 16-38 are involved in this appeal. 

The Notification further alleges that the Brief "fails to argue each independent 
claim separately, which shall refer to the specification by page and line number and to the 
drawings, if any." This allegation is traversed, for the reasons that (1) the Brief fully 
complies with the requirement of 37 CFR § 41 .37(c)(l)(v) for a concise explanation of 
the subject matter defined in each of the independent claims involved in the appeal, with 
reference to the specification by paragraph number of the published application and to the 
drawings by reference character ( see Brief, pp. 2-3); and (2) the Brief fully complies with 
the requirement of 37 CFR § 41 .37(c)(l)(vii) for the contentions of Appellant with 
respect to each ground of rejection presented for review. This section of the regulation 
explicitly permits Appellant to argue claims separately or as a group, for each ground of 
rejection that applies to two or more claims. See 37 CFR § 41 .37(c)(l)(vii). Thus, the 
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Notification apparently imposes a requirement on Appellant to argue each independent 
claim separately, that is not required by the actual Rule and thus is improper. 

Conclusion 

The Brief filed April 1, 2008 is in compliance with the requirements of 37 CFR § 
41.37(c). The claims involved in the appeal are claims 1-9, 12-14, and 16-38 as stated. 
The Brief contained all contentions of the Appellant with respect to each separate ground 
of rejection as required. There is no requirement to "argue each independent claim 
separately" as alleged in the Notification. Withdrawal of the holding of non-compliance 
and forwarding of the Brief to the Examiner for preparation of an Examiner's Answer are 
earnestly requested. 
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